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The Peace Game is a software-based model of peace and 
stability operations that are underway in regions such as 
South Sudan and Afghanistan with the potential to 
revolutionize campaign planning.  The Peace Game is an 
immersive environment requiring no special installation that 
is designed to expose decision-makers to the complexities 
and non-linear qualities of modern conflict.  The Peace 
Game facilitates multiple players assuming roles as 
government leaders, 
military and coalition 
commanders, NGO 
representatives, or 
various militia camps 
as they attempt to 
cooperate with or 
undermine the 
strategies being 
implemented by the 
other players.  
Simply put, the 
Peace Game inspires 
deep exploration of 
the operational 
environment at a 
strategic level, as 
opposed to the 
mechanical 
procedure of reverse-
engineering lines of 
effort through an environment that is not understood.  While 
the Peace Game differs from simulation models that are 
often run many times, the spirit of simulation modeling is 
apparent in the Peace Game’s use of stochastic parameters 
and in the objective of understanding the problem. The 
Peace Game and simulation modeling both utilize 
sophisticated software capability for capturing complexities 
of the real world instead of trying to force those 
complexities into nice, neat shapes.      
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
The Peace Game is a software model with a flexible, 
adaptable interface and easily adjustable algorithms that are 
driven by the complexity of a scenario, random variable 
(RV) generation, and interaction between many factors.  As 
with all war games, the Peace Game is not designed to 
predict.  Simply put, the game is an interactive software-
driven environment in which players can move forces and 
make decisions to reach their objectives (see Figure 1).  The 
game is round-based. 
In each round, the 
players are forced to 
make decisions 
impacting the progress 
of the scenario. 
 In order to 
describe the evolution 
of the project, the 
remainder of this 
paper is broken into a 
background section, 
followed by a section 
that details the Peace 
Game itself, a section 
that describes the 
demonstration of the 




VA in March 2013, and a conclusions section.  The 
following background section begins with a brief discussion 
of wargaming, particularly as it pertains to understanding 
and adapting to the complex environments in which we 
operate today.  
 
Figure 1  Peace Game graphical user interface:  Sudan scenario (map 
image from www.polgeonow.com) 
2. BACKGROUND 
      
2.1. Discussion 
A discussion on wargaming, in the context of this paper, 
exhibits the need for a shift in the paradigm of military 
thinking because the traditional doctrinal approach to 
military planning has become inadequate.  Wargaming is an 
example of an approach that requires commanders and 
decision makers to better understand the environment in 
which they operate, as opposed to reverse-engineering lines 
of effort from a desired end-state [Zweibelson 2011].  This 
method was often applied to linear, familiar, attrition-based 
warfare, and presumes knowledge of the environment 
through which the lines of effort are drawn [Wagenhals and 
Levis 2002].  A proper wargame presumes no such 
knowledge; rather it facilitates understanding through 
capturing the complexities of the environment to include the 
element of human decision making. 
 Wargames are not designed to predict.  They are “most 
productive when used as an organizing and exploratory 
tool” to inspire thought that otherwise may have gone 
unconsidered [Perla 1990].  The thoughts that cultivate 
themselves in the minds of the decision makers throughout 
the gaming process expand beyond the battlefield into the 
political and behavioral arenas.  Capturing the interactions 
within these arenas requires a tool that can process inputs 
and collect the results for appropriate analysis.  Such a tool 
is possible through advances in modeling theory and 
computing technology [Rubel 2006]. 
 
2.2. Advantages of Software in Wargaming 
While even the most sophisticated software falls short of 
modeling the intricacies of the human decision-making 
process, computers are capable of projecting the results of 
decisions and informing the next iteration of that process.  
The speed of modern computers allows for complicated 
scenarios with interacting factors to evolve before the eyes 
of the players, stimulating them to make decisions based on 
effects that they otherwise may not have been able to 
comprehend.  These multi-level impacts of decisions are 
calculated, visually displayed, and stored in a database for 
further analysis [Nannini et al., 2013]. 
 Computer-driven wargames open the door for concepts 
that would otherwise be very difficult to capture, such as the 
fog of war.  While it is possible to conduct technology-free 
games that provide limitations on the information available 
to all players, those games either contain a very small fog of 
war element or the games take a long time to execute.   
Players are constantly forced in and out of the area while 
players discuss their next move.  A closed game with 
computer assistance eliminates these constraints [Perla 
1990]. 
 Another significant constraint that is loosened (but 
certainly not eliminated) is that of cost.  Wargames are, of 
course, cheaper to execute than a live scenario, and they 
require much less risk.  Software wargames cost even less 
(after the front-end funding to develop the game) because 
they are easily transportable, repeatable, and depending on 
the complexity of the game, they can be played over a 
network and still achieve the benefits of a face-to-face 
wargame [Rubel 2001]. 
 No matter what form a wargame takes, be it a tabletop 
game or software, it is in essence a simulation of reality.  A 
wargame is an “artificial representation…of war that is used 
to learn more about a particular situation.”  If one simply 
considers a simulation model to be nothing more than an 
“artificial representation,”, then the terms simulation and 
wargame can be used interchangeably.  Formally, computer 
simulations are not the same as wargames, though they are 
certainly related.  In order to better understand the 
similarities and differences between simulation models and 
wargames, it is important to first grasp the concept of 
simulation modeling [Rubel 2006]. 
 
2.3. Simulation Modeling  
Strictly speaking, computer simulations do not involve 
human interaction.  The term simulation model “describes a 
computerized implementation of a mathematical or 
algorithmic model” [Sanchez et al., 2012].  Many 
researchers have come to consider simulation modeling to 
be a method of “first resort” when dealing with complex, 
real-world problems.  It is this set of complex problems that 
is so troubling to the closed-form, doctrinal procedures of 
the military [Powers et al., 2012].  Attempting to reduce 
these problems is to marginalize them.  It is better to 
understand them, and that understanding can be achieved 
through simulation modeling. 
 It is in the knowledge gained that simulation modeling 
and wargaming overlap.  Many practitioners of the craft of 
wargaming consider it to be similar to simulation in that 
wargames “do not involve the use of actual military forces,” 
yet it is through examination of the processes embedded in 
the game and the phenomena represented that gamers gain 
knowledge.  The disciplines of simulation modeling and 
wargaming share many more advantages for decision 
makers, and those advantages will be discussed in the next 
section [Rubel 2006]. 
 
2.4. Wargames and Simulations 
The overlap between simulation models and wargames is 
noted in R. P. Rich’s 1955 article, “Simulation as an Aid in 
Model Building.”  Rich wrote that “a war game is just a 
special type of simulator, with the opposing teams so many 
parts of the machine” [Rich 1955].  The humans in the loop 
of the wargaming process provide the random elements that 
cannot be reduced to a stochastic algorithm.  However, it is 
the combination of today’s sophisticated software and the 
“moving parts” of the interacting human decisions that 
provide the basis for games like the Peace Game [Powers et 
al., 2012].   
 The developers of the Peace Game carefully walked the 
line between creating a “dice game” and a “capabilities 
game.”  The details of the model will be discussed 
thoroughly in the next section, but for now, it is safe to say 
that the game is a good reflection of capabilities and 
randomness.  Also, the game is not a crystal ball.  In 
highlighting the relationships between factors that were built 
into the algorithms and factors brought on by human 
decisions, the game provides more of an “epistemological 
solution.”  That is to say, it explores the extent to which 
knowledge can be acquired in a complex environment 
[Rubel 2006].  Knowledge is extracted from a metamodel of 
thousands of runs of a simulation, while a wargame is often 
only run a handful of times.  The reasoning behind repeat 
runs is to recognize and observe interactions within the 
game itself [Nannini et al., 2013].   
 Wargames and simulations differ analytically, but they 
share statistical characteristics of indeterminacy, particularly 
in the Peace Game where many of the algorithms are rooted 
in simulation modeling theory.  One of those characteristics 
is strategic indeterminacy, in which “the initial set of 
conditions is known, but there are two or competing players 
whose independent choices govern the end state.”  That is, 
players may be very familiar with the current state of the 
world, but they are unlikely to fully comprehend the 
consequences of their actions [Rubel 2006]. 
 This paper suggests that simulation models share 
statistical properties with wargames.  Software-based 
wargames are also similar to computer-driven simulation 
models in that they both take full advantage of rapidly 
advancing technology.  Consider “Lucas’s Law,” which 
states that “the detail within a model grows in proportion to 
the processing power available, leaving runtimes relatively 
constant.”  This law refers to simulation models, but the 
Peace Game follows a variation of Lucas’s Law.  As 
development of the Peace Game continues, the algorithms 
will never become so complex that they overrun the 
capability of the machine, and the “runtime” (i.e. play-time) 
of the model will remain constant [Powers et al., 2012]. 
 In summary, simulation models and wargames do not 
necessarily require common analytic techniques.  They do, 
however, share some important properties.  They both 
benefit from advances in computing technology.  The final 
similarity to be discussed is the fact that both disciplines 
respect “the awesome complexity of the real world” and 
they avoid “desperate attempts to reduce it to nice, neat 
shape.”  Early practitioners of simulation and wargaming 
may have missed a wide range of things, simply because 
they did not have the necessary tools required to capture the 
complexity of the world.  Today, those tools are becoming 
widely available, and the result is simulation-based 
wargames such as the Peace Game [Rossman and Utsumi 
1986]. 
 
3. THE PEACE GAME 
Modeling a “nonlinear battlefield” is by no means a new 
concept.  It has been understood that low-intensity conflict 
(LIC) was the most likely combat scenario to be faced in the 
new world immediately after the Cold War and the fall of 
the Berlin Wall [Appleget 1991].  However, the theoretical 
underpinning and processing power that make adequate 
tools possible are relatively new.  The Peace Game is simple 
and practical in that it is a Java-based, stand-alone, process-
driven model (as opposed to agent-based) that does not 
require special efforts to access it from any terminal.  
Simplicity allows for easy network capability, and the low-
Figure 2  Algorithm diagram of population behavior 
maintenance aspect of the software requires trivial funding.  
The Peace Game is a flexible, adaptable tool that can serve 
as a framework for future models.  The game has a user-
friendly interface that is capable of graphically displaying 
the results of actions taken by the players.  The details of 
player and scenario generation will be discussed in section 
3.2.  The players move forces across the map in order to 
protect/influence civilians or fight/deter potential 
adversaries.  Players can trade resources and make deals 
with others via the interface (see Section 1, Figure 1).  This 
section will detail this simple and practical software, 
beginning with the design and algorithm considerations 
[Rubel 2006]. 
 
3.1. Design, Assumptions, and Algorithms 
If the point of wargaming is indeed to gain understanding of 
an environment, then the basis of the game must be 
substantially more than a “synergy of theoretical concepts, 
metaphors, and empirical material.”  The Peace Game 
escapes the trap of reliance on metaphors and the like by 
using data-driven algorithms with stochastic elements 
[Zweibelson 2011]. The behavior of the population within 
the game, while steeped in historical data, is actually 
motivated by “less-than-quantifiable subject-social-political 
issues and behavior.”  That is, the game makes reasonable 
assumptions as to what drives the population to do certain 
things, and those assumptions result in behaviors that are a 
reflection of actual data [Perla 1990].  With so much 
contradictory and “squishy” data available, combined with 
nearly limitless processing potential, it is clear that these 
complexities must be parameterized in order to create a 
game that can be played in a reasonable amount of time and 
at “acceptable effort and expense.”  Also, impressive 
computing power removes some of the burden from the 
“umpires” and their professional judgment [Rubel 2001].  
 The most significant algorithm under the hood of the 
Peace Game is that which controls population behavior (see 
Figure 2).  Certain factors influence the population, and the 
resultant satisfaction level motivates the people to do one of 
the following:  Stay in their region (best case), move to the 
most desirable region within their state, stay and turn to 
crime, move to the “best” region on the map, move to the 
region with the most availability of the resource for which 
the population is starved, join a terrorist group, or die (worst 
case).   
 The algorithm is unpredictable because it acts upon all 
regions on the map and the effects are causing second and 
third order impact.  For example, migrating population 
might cause reduced security in that region (second order) 
which results in a population unsatisfied with the reduced 
security (third order).  Generally speaking, the percentage of 
the population that leaves regioni for regionj will impact the 
parameters of regionj.  It is easy to see how a relatively 
simple formula can quickly spiral out of control when 
applied to many regions. 
Notice in Figure 2 that parameters such as weather 
(which impacts natural resources according to game design), 
population support for coalition efforts (“support”), 
violence, and economy all influence the network.  Those 
parameters are affected by the interaction of chance and 
human decision making.  Consider the fact that such a 
complicated web demonstrates the unpredictable nature of 
resource distribution and security/defense problems, even 
when the algorithm that defines behavior is easy to 
understand.  The algorithm that defines population behavior 
exists under the assumption that human needs and resources 
are the main driver behind conflict. 
 With the population algorithm established, the next big 
question is how many people will react to an undesirable 
situation at the end of each round?  The development team 
assumes an exponential curve to model the numbers of 
people that will take action based on their satisfaction level.  
Such a curve seems dramatic, but the exponential shape was 
chosen “to ensure that players are confronted by the 
decision-making situations desired” [Rubel 2001].  
Exponential behavior is a reasonable model of the inverse 
relationship between satisfaction and action.  That is, the 
amount of civilians willing to act increases dramatically 
when a desired resource set drops below an acceptable 
threshold.  The Peace Game provides the shape of the curve 
that describes behavior, but that shape can be modified 
according to user requirements in the scenario generator.  
This feature will be described in section 3.2.  
 Further validation for the use of an exponential-based 
model is the fact that a similar model has already been used 
to forecast political instability in Africa [Korotayev et al., 
2011].  Seeing as how the formula that is embedded within 
the algorithm subscribes to the notion that wargame models 
frequently exaggerate reality in order to force confrontation 
amongst the players, it is safe to say that this model satisfies 
George Box’s famous assessment of statistical models that 
says that “all models are wrong, some are useful” [Powers et 
al., 2012]. 
 The next useful model in the Peace Game is that which 
governs combat between forces.  The development team 
utilizes the well-known “Lanchester’s Square (Aimed Fire) 
Law” to model outcomes of force-on-force battles within 
the game.   
1. dy/dx = (/)(x/y) 
   
 Equation 1 defines the change in forces y and x (dy/dx) 
as a function of the size of force y (y), the size of force x 
(x), and the attrition coefficients for x and y ( and , 
respectively).  These equations assume that all forces are 
using aimed fire and that they know where the enemy is 
located [Johnson 1989].  These laws are embellished in the 
Peace Game should a force be equipped with the ability to 
ambush an opponent. These equations also serve as the 
baseline for what ultimately becomes a sophisticated set of 
“dice” in the game.  That is, the attrition coefficients ( and 
which describe the capabilities of their respective forces 
are generated as random variables along a Gaussian curve, 
with the mean-value of each force’s specific curve being a 
reflection of real-world relative fighting capabilities.  The 
outcome of combat in the Peace Game is unpredictable even 
before one considers other side-effects; the unintended 
consequences of violence.  If a battle takes place within a 
region, the region’s security level drops, thus causing 
discontent amongst the population (2
nd
 order effect).  An 
attempt at peace through forceful means serves to ignite an 
increase in migration and overall instability according to the 
algorithm depicted by Figure 2 (3
rd
 order effect). 
 
3.2. The Scenario Generator 
The scenario generator is an interface that allows for subject 
matter expert (SME) knowledge to be implemented into the 
design of the game.  SME input provides the parameters for 
the aforementioned algorithms.  The first consideration for 
game design is the big picture (Where does the game take 
place?  Who are the players?  Why are they playing?).  
These elements are captured in the first screen of the 
scenario generator  (see Figure 3). 
 The designer selects a map (an image file) to serve as 
the game board.  This map can be any landscape (real or 
imaginary) that suits the needs of the game.  The designer 
then creates as many players as required, with each player 
being assigned unique strengths and capabilities.  The 
designer types a short description of the scenario into a text 
field.  Finally, the opening screen provides the designer with 
the opportunity to define resources.  Each resource requires 
a name (food, water, oil, etc.), a level of importance (scaling 
from 1 being least important, to 5 being most important) and 
a determination if each resource is a need (that will drive the 
population according to the algorithm) and/or a wildcard (an 
economic resource that can be used for acquisition or trade).  
The flexible interface makes it possible to define cultural 
resources as well as physical ones.  In Figure 3, the designer 
has labeled two resources as “Christian” and “Islam,” which 
represent cultural needs that may exist within appropriate 
regions.  If a resource is defined as a need (with importance 
ranked 4 or 5), the population reacts according to an 
exponential curve.  A rank of 1, 2, or 3 results in a linear 
function with slopes that increase with rank.  The default 
functions have been provided by the developers, but they 
can be manipulated by the game designer if the situation 
requires a more aggressive curve. 
 The next step is region design.  Regions, within the 
context of the scenario generator, are user-defined borders 
of real-estate that are overlaid onto the map, each with their 
own unique parameters.  The designer decides on how many 
regions are required to properly model the scenario.  In 
addition to borders, the designer names each region, assigns 
control to one of the players, and defines parameters of 
security, defense capability, and coalition support according 
to SME input.  Furthermore, the designer decides on a 
starting population number and the supply and demand for 
each resource (see Figure 4). 
Figure 3  First screen of the scenario generator 
 The supply determines how much of each resource 
replenishes naturally at the beginning of each round, while 
the demand defines the desire level for that population.  The 
supply-demand relationship is not analogous to the 
importance rank.  The supply-demand ratio describes the 
percentage of unsatisfied population, while the importance 
rank determines how aggressively that unsatisfied 
population will react.  By allowing the designer to specify 
unique supply-demand relationships, the scenario generator 
accounts for different attitudes towards certain resources.  
For instance, South Sudan regions would have a higher 
demand for the “Christian” resource than that of the “Islam” 
resource.  
 The next screen allows a game designer to create and 
assign units.  A unit is defined in this game as an element of 
a force that has its own strengths, weaknesses, and 
capabilities.  A unit’s capabilities are based on the needs of 
the designer.  A unit is assigned travel and detection radius 
values that are displayed on the screen for reference.  Units 
can be given the ability to permanently increase (or 
decrease) resource supply within a region, as well as the 
ability to “train” another force (or population) to increase 
that other force’s fighting (or defense) strength. 
 The units that are created make up a library that is 
available for all players so that appropriate forces can be 
generated to model reality.  Once a player has been assigned 
all necessary units, their respective tokens can be placed on 
the map in a location that will be their starting point when 
the game begins. 
 The final input from the designer is weather.  The 
designer creates and labels as many seasons as required and 
determines how many rounds each season will last.  For 
instance, if each round represents one month, the designer 
creates four seasons and allows for each season to last 3 
rounds (therefore 3 rounds = 3 months = 1 season).  The 
designer then decides on which resources are impacted by 
the weather (percentage deviation from supply within each 
region).  For example, if a terrorist region has a supply of a 
wildcard (economic) “poppy” resource that ebbs and flows 
seasonally, the terrorist player will have to behave 
accordingly in order to maximize the benefit from the poppy 
income.  Perhaps the terrorist player must ensure that at 
least one of its forces is within striking distance of the 
poppy fields in order to protect them from invading forces.   
 The scenario generator is a way to maximize SME 
inputs.  Game designers and players will benefit from the 
flexible interface because they will be faced with the task of 
understanding the very nature of the problem in order to 
design an appropriate game.  As discussed in chapter 2, it 
has become necessary to take advantage of software in order 
to gain understanding of the complexities of the problems in 
today’s world.  The scenario generator (and the Peace Game 
as a whole) does exactly that.    
 
3.3. Playing the Game  
The game is played through a series of rounds.  When each 
player completes his/her turn, the round is complete.  The 
game is over when the game sponsor decides that the 
analytic/instructional objectives have been achieved or if 
predetermined objectives have been reached.  There is no 
defined order in which a player must make moves and 
decisions during his/her turn.  However, a turn is broken 
down into three basic phases, defined as follows: 
 Phase 1 – Force movement.  Player moves forces 
into position and can opt to fight, defend, or 
improve/degrade resources, security, or defense 
capability. 
 Phase 2 – Resources/discussion.  Player trades 
resources/negotiates with other players.  
 Phase 3 – Market.  Players manage economic 
resources to purchase forces/resources. 
When decisions are acted upon, the software adjudicates the 
results.  The interactions that exist within the game 
compound to produce unpredictable outcomes.  The 
moderator explains the results thanks to a familiarity with 
Figure 4  Map and region definition screen (map image from www.polgeonow.com) 
the formulas.  The responses to the outcomes, however, are 
up to the players.  The open-ended dialogue and ability to 
iteratively trade resources and make deals represents the 
continuous nature of time with regards to the game clock.  
The adjudication of force movement and resource 
distribution occurs at the end of each round, at which time 
the algorithms are implemented.  Each round of game-play 
can represent any desired window of time (with time-
sensitive factors such as travel radius and weather being 
defined in the scenario generator).  The combination of 
continuous and discrete time intervals addresses the 
“criticality of time dynamics,” and intentionally frustrates 
the players whose actions are confined by time and other 
factors [Rubel 2001].  
 Limited information restricts movement based on force 
makeup, and errors are induced in the form of pre-algorithm 
information that is displayed.  Such errors simulate the “fog 
of war” and may promote foolish decisions; the kind that are 
made when not all information is available to decision 
makers.  Furthermore, there is a fog of war option that, 
when selected, restricts visibility of external forces so that it 
is up to each player to pay attention to force locations [Perla 
1990].  Since the players are “not allowed perfect 
knowledge” throughout game-play, they must “rely on their 
own interpretations” of the results of their choices.  
However, since the moderator has knowledge of the 
“ground truth” (i.e. algorithm functionality and a 20/20 
hindsight), real-time analysis of the game is possible [Rubel 
2001]. 
 
3.4. Analysis and Applications 
In addition to real-time analysis of the game from a 
moderator, the game generates observable statistics (deaths, 
resource/population ratios, etc.) as well as a log-file that 
identifies actions as they unfold for the purpose of relating 
statistically significant moments to the action(s) that 
combine to produce those moments.  Data can be exported 
to a .csv file that is suitable for metamodel creation, so that 
analysis can highlight the statistical significance of 
decisions made within the game [Sanchez et al., 2012]. 
 The analysis options available for the Peace Game 
elevate it above the level of a BOGSAT (bunch of guys 
sitting around a table).  That is, the “data derived from an 
event” consists of more than simply what was said.  There 
are several tools embedded in the game to assist in 
examining why the events occurred.  However, in-depth 
analysis is only one of the applications of the Peace Game 
[Rubel 2006].   
 Education is on the forefront of the many possible 
applications of the Peace Game.  Given the amount of 
thought that exists under the hood of the game, if it is “taken 
seriously enough” it can have “a serious role in [the] long 
and essential educational process.”  The process includes the 
preparation of “junior officers to meet the demands of 
higher command by giving them a small taste of the 
problems and opportunities of commanding” large forces 
[Perla 1990].  Since it is “widely accepted that wargames 
are not predictive,” the value is represented by the 
knowledge gained [Rubel 2006].  The knowledge that 
springs forth within the context of the game informs 
decision makers about a broad range of important problems.  
Since the real-world application of the decisions involves 
billions of dollars and many lives, examining various 
courses of action (COAs) in a game is a wise means of 
gathering insight at no risk [Sanchez et al., 2012]. 
 The Peace Game reduces planning time.  If a 
commander wishes to consider various battle plans and 
“focus on specific effects,” new models need not be built 
from scratch [Wagenhals and Levis 2002].  Scenarios can be 
saved and easily manipulated with no change to the basic 
framework of the functionality.  Furthermore, the interface 
allows for teams of SMEs to improve and overlook the 
evolution of the model.  In fact, two members of the 
development team had many opportunities to meet Joint and 
international experts while demonstrating the Peace Game at 
NATO ACT headquarters in Norfolk, VA. 
 
4. NATO ACT DEMONSTRATION 
Over the two day period of March, 2013, Major Heerlein 
and Lieutenant Commander Powers demonstrated the Peace 
Game at NATO ACT to an audience that included 
Lieutenant General Viereck, Deputy Chief of Staff, Joint 
Force Trainer (JFT).   
 
4.1. NATO ACT Game Play 
Attendees of the opening presentation  were introduced to a 
prototype of the Peace Game.  Players were provided a 
scenario (mass atrocity response in Abyei) and completed 
four complete rounds in two hours.  Players were briefed on 
their roles and given objective cards.  These objectives 
inspired conflicting interests.  For instance, NGO players 
strive to spread resources and humanitarian aid wherever 
needed, regardless of borders and political affiliations.  
Their ambitions often put the NGO forces in harm’s way, 
within striking distance of terrorist camps whose objectives 
were to prevent stability in order to increase their own 
legitimacy. 
 A particularly interesting incident occurred when the 
“Professional Military” player made it very clear that the 
reasons he was putting boots on the ground inside of Abyei 
were peaceful.  He stressed the need for cooperation and he 
even offered the terrorists an opportunity to reintegrate 
themselves into the population with no punishment.  Despite 
these words, he was the first (and only) player to engage in 
force-on-force combat.  His decision to attack a terrorist 
camp is not right or wrong, it simply serves as an example 
of the nature of human decisions when confronted with 
adversarial human actions.   
 The players, who were admittedly unfamiliar with 
conditions in Abyei, played themselves into a situation 
reflecting current events.  For instance, boiling-over tension 
between the Sudan and South Sudan players over who 
controls the oil fields resembles the “impasse in negotiations 
between Juba and Khartoum over the financial terms and 
conditions” of oil revenue as of January 2012 [Christian 
2012].  The players unanimously agreed that the lessons 
learned within the game are extremely valuable and 




The Peace Game is a wargaming tool that combines 
sophisticated thought, Operations Research methods, and 
advantageous software.  There is a shifting paradigm with 
respect to military planning.  Wargaming fits into a new 
theory that “offers an unlimited variety of alternative 
approaches that are dissimilar” to traditional planning 
methods.  That is, “end states, centers of gravity, and 
traditional detailed planning procedures” are remnants of 
past eras [Zweibelson 2011].  The Peace Game inspires real-
time qualitative and quantifiable measures of effectiveness 
resulting from human decisions and the inherent 
unpredictability of conflict.  Critical updates include 
integrating the capability of global multimedia 
communication networks, teleconferencing, and simulation 
and gaming methodologies in order to spread the wealth of 
this “mind-empowerment tool” to help people do better 
thinking.  The Peace Game is a framework for the future of 
capturing the complexity of modern conflict in order to 
promote understanding and informed decision making 
[Rossman and Utsumi 1986]. 
 
…the economic and military changes which result from the 
use of computer and other advanced technologies are 
bringing human society into an age wherein more is to be 
gained through cooperation and an international division of 
labor than through strife and conflict. 
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